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The nuclear arms race has left the United States and Russia with large plutonium stockpiles.
Both countries have had terrible experience with plutonium processing and its attendant
wastes. Contamination of areas such as Hanford, Savannah River, and Rocky Flats in the
United States, and Chelyabinsk, Tomsk, and Krasnoyarsk in Russia demonstrates the hazards
of plutonium processing, and the poor environmental and safety culture of the US
Department of Energy (DOE) and the Russian Ministry of Atomic Energy (Minatom).

With the end of the Cold War, we have the opportunity to redirect resources from nuclear
weapons programs into cleaning up the legacy of nuclear weapons development, and to
other needed programs. Under the pressure of people of both countries, the governments of
the US and Russia have between them declared 100 metric tons of plutonium (roughly one-
third of the total) to be "surplus" to military needs. We recognize the need for this plutonium
to be stored as safely as possible, and to be converted into non-weapons-usable forms.

However, we are deeply disturbed by the primary method by which this conversion is
planned. We are convinced that using surplus weapons plutonium in fuel for nuclear
reactors (known as mixed-oxide or MOX fuel) is not an acceptable solution. A better method
of disposition would be to immobilize the plutonium — that is, to mix it with ceramic or glass
and to provide a radioactive barrier to further prevent theft and diversion.

We are very concerned about the safety risks of using MOX fuel in existing reactors, almost
none of which are designed to run on plutonium fuel. According to a study released by the
Nuclear Control Institute in January, the use of a one-third core of warhead plutonium fuel in
U.S. nuclear reactors could result in up to a 37% increase in cancer risk to the public in the
event of a severe accident. Concerns are even greater in Russia. Many of the Russian reactors
slated for MOX use are old and will reach the end of their 30-year licensed lifetimes before
the disposition program is complete. Furthermore, Russian regulatory agencies do not have 2
sufficient resources or political standing to adequately ensure safety at a MOX fabrication
facility and at reactors.

Furthermore, we are dismayed that the people of both countries have been cut out of the
process as decisions about plutonium disposition are made. The US has not ensured that
Russian programs funded with American money follow environmental and public
participation requirements. Joint US-Russian documents are largely unavailable to the
Russian public, and the Russian translation of a 1996 joint study was marked "for official use
only." Within the US itself, the DOE has made a mockery of the public participation process
by issuing a contract for production and irradiation of MOX fuel before issuing a final
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision on the subject. It has also failed to
include the input of communities living near reactors that are proposed for MOX fuel
irradiation. Much of the European reprocessing and MOX performance record, cited by
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DCR008-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern regarding the use of weapor]
grade plutonium in MOX fuel and irradiating it in commercial reactors. DOE

has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing both

immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important

insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approagh

by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity fof
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongd

possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would makeli

technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

The commercial reactors selected for the MOX approach include only thos
reactors whose operational life is expected to last beyond the life of th
surplus plutonium disposition program. Furthermore, although ng
U.S. commercial reactors are licensed to use plutonium-based fuel, seve
are designed to use MOX fuel, and others can easily and safely accommod
a partial MOX core.

The environmental, safety and health consequences of the MOX approa
at the proposed reactors are addressed in Section 4.28. This section analy
several reactor accidents, including both design basis ang
beyond-design-basis accidents. For MOX fuel, as compared to LEU fue

I aETEN )

there is an increase in risk, about 3 percent, for the large-break loss-of-cool
accident (the bounding design basis accident). The largest increase in ri
for beyond-design-basis accidents is approximately 14 percent for a
interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident at North Anna. Both of thes
accidents have an extremely low probability of occurrence. In the unlikel
event this beyond-design-basis accident were to occur, the expected num
of LCFs would increase from 2,980 to 3,390 with a partial MOX core and
prompt fatalities would increase from 54 to 60. At North Anna, the likelihood
of a large-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in 48 thousa
per year and the likelihood of an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accide
occurring is 1 chance in 4.2 million per year.
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NRC would evaluate license applications and monitor the operations of bot
the MOX facility and domestic, commercial reactors selected to use MOX|
fuel, to ensure adequate margins of safety.

DCR008-2 Nonproliferation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding the safe dispositig
of surplus Russian plutonium as MOX fuel, although programmatic and
policy issues such as U.S. policies toward plutonium disposition in Russig
are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. The scope of this SPD EIS is focus
on analysis of alternatives on whether and how much U.S. surplus plutoniur
should be used as MOX fuel, which technology should be used fot
immobilization, where to construct the proposed surplus plutonium dispositior]
facilities that are needed, and where to perform lead assembly fabricatio
and testing.

D
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DCR008-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The public outreach programs available to the people of Russia concerng
with plutonium disposition are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. Since th
inception of the U.S. fissile materials disposition program, DOE has supporte
a vigorous public participation policy. It has conducted public hearings in
excess of the minimum required by NEPA regulations to engender a hig
level of public dialogue on the program. The office has also provided thd
public with substantial information in the form of fact sheets, reports, exhibits
visual aids, and videos related to fissile materials disposition issues. It hos
frequent workshops, and senior staff members make presentations to log
and national civic and social organizations on request. Additionally, various
means of communication—mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and a Webp
site (http://www.doe-md.com)—have been provided to facilitate the
public dialogue.
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Efforts were made to contact persons living near the selected reactor sitgs

and inform them of the proposed use of MOX fuel. $hpplement to the
SPD Draft EISvas mailed to those stakeholders who requested it as well a$
to those specified in the DOEommunications Plafi.e., Congressional

representatives, State and local officials and agencies, and public interest
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groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact lists. The utilitie,
Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would operate thq
proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD. For thode
interested parties who could not attend the public hearing Suhpement

held in Washington, D.C., DOE provided various other means for the publi
to express their concerns and provide comments: mail, a toll-free telephone
and fax line, and the MD Web site. Further, interested parties would likely
have the opportunity to submit additional comments during the NRC reactgr
license amendment process.

B

P

DOE conducted a procurement process in accordance with DOE NEP,
regulations 10 CFR 1021.216. The selected team, DCS, would design, requ
a license, construct, operate, and deactivate the MOX facility as well g
irradiate the MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors. However, thesd
activities are subject to the completion of the NEPA process. As stipulate
in DOE’s phased contract with DCS, until and depending on the decision
regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition ard
made and announced in the SPD EIS ROD, no substantive design work
construction can be started by DCS on the MOX facility. Should DOE decidé¢
to pursue the No Action Alternative or the immobilization-only approach,
the contract with DCS would end. The contract is phased so that onl
nonsite-specific base contract studies and plans can be completed bef
the ROD is issued, and options that would allow construction and othdrg
work would be exercised by DOE if, and only if, the decision is made t
pursue the MOX approach. DOE is not permitted to disseminate proprietal
or secret information, although as much information as possible (e.g., redact¢
copies of the contract with DCS) has been made available to the public. T
learn more about the surplus plutonium disposition program or DCS, th
team selected to fabricate the MOX fuel and irradiate it; request to be include
on the mailing list; or to contact the program office, visit the MD Web site at
http:/mww.doe-md.com. Written requests for information on the program|
can be addressed to: Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, United State
Department of Energy, P.O. Box 23786, Washington, DC 20026-3786.
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DOE as proof that MOX is a sound technology, is secret, further hindering public 3
participation.

We hear a number of contradictory things from the US and Russian governments about the
rationale behind a MOX program. DOE representatives say that the United States must
support MOX programs in both countries because Russia insists upon it. Meanwhile, 4
Minatom has said that it would prefer not to undertake a large-scale MOX program at the
current time, and will do so only with heavy funding from abroad.

Minatom officials claim that plutonium is a valuable energy resource. Yet by their own
estimates, plutonium-based nuclear energy will be more expensive than uranium-based
nuclear energy for at least several decades. US officials say that MOX is not being pursued
for its energy value but rather that it has been chosen to facilitate quick disposition of 5
plutonium in Russia. However, immobilization is likely to be a much faster and cheaper
method of plutonium disposition than MOX.

Finally, we are told that the MOX program is a non-proliferation measure. But under
pressure from nuclear establishments in both countries, the goal of stabilization and
immobilization of plutonium has been undermined by a program which threatens to push
both countries into a plutonium economy. Money makes policy. The larger the investment
into plutonium facilities under the auspices of a disposition program, the more likely it is that
these facilities will continue to be used for other purposes once the disposition program is
completed. Furthermore, it is apparent that international plutonium companies such as
Cogema (France) and British Nuclear Fuels, Ltd. are seeking to serve their own financial
interests by pushing MOX.

Fresh MOX fuel in commerce presents a proliferation threat as the plutonium in it can be
removed and used for weapons purposes. A 1997 DOE non-proliferation assessment of 4
plutonium disposition found "that fresh MOX fuel remains a material in the most sensitive
safeguards category, because plutonium suitable for use in weapons could be separated from
it relatively quickly and easily."

Itis clear to us that rather than solving the problem of placing plutonium into safe and secure
forms, a MOX program is likely to promote further plutonium processing and use, something
that is undesirable on environmental, safety, economic, and non-proliferation grounds.

Therefore, we call on the US and Russian governments to stop MOX disposition programs in
both countries. Instead, emphasis should be placed on safe storage and development of
immobilization programs,

Plutonium disposition programs must include significant and meaningful public input,
including access to all information, inctuding costs and operating records of the various
actors involved in a disposition program. The public in the communities most directly 3
affected should have ample opportunity for meaningful input into the decision-making

process. All US funding of Russian programs should be contingent on compliance with the
appropriate environmental and public process laws.

DCRO008

DCR008-4

TheJoint Statement of Principlesgned by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin

in September 1998 provide general guidance for achieving the objectives ¢
a future bilateral agreement to disposition surplus plutonium in the United
States and Russia. Sensitive negotiations between the two countries ha
indicated that the Russian government accepts the technology d
immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-bearing materials, but that
the MOX approach would be considered for higher-purity feed materials.

Nonproliferation
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Understanding the economic dilemma in Russia, the U.S. Congress hd
appropriated funding for a series of small-scale tests and demonstrations
plutonium disposition technologies jointly conducted by the United Stateq
and Russia. In fiscal year 1999 (starting October 1998), Congress furth¢
appropriated funding to assist Russia in design and construction of

plutonium conversion facility and a MOX fuel fabrication facility. This funding

would not be expended until the presidents of both countries signed a ne
agreement. Although the amount appropriated by Congress is not sufficierp
to fund the entire Russian surplus plutonium disposition program, theg
United States is working with Russia and other nations to resolve this issu
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DOE agrees that plutonium oxide and fresh MOX fuel are proliferation concern
and would only ship these materials in SST/SGTSs as discussed in Appendix
To avoid proliferation concerns at the proposed plutonium disposition
facilities, they would be built to meet DOE and/or NRC's highest security
standards, guarded by heavily armed security forces, and surrounded lpy
state-of-the-art security equipment. However, DOE does not agree that MOK
presents a larger proliferation concern than immobilized plutonium. A
nonproliferation assessment was completed by DOE on the variou
alternatives for disposing of surplus plutonium. This assessment
Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable Fissilg
Material Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition Alternatives
(DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), concluded that “Each of the options fof
disposition of excess weapons plutonium that meets the Spent Fuel Standgrd
would, if implemented appropriately, offer major nonproliferation and arms
reduction benefits. . .”
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Australia

Daniel Voronoff
Friends of the Earth, Australia

Grant Harper
Perth, Western Australia

Canada

Leslie Bruce
Blue/Green Society
Sackville, New Brunswick

Kristen Ostling
Campaign for Nuclear Phaseout
Ottawa, Ontario

Kathleen Cooper

Canadian Environmental Law
Association

Toronto, Ontario

Phillip Penna
Canadian Uranium Alliance
North Bay, Ontario

Anne Adelson
Canadian Voice of Women for
Peace

Jacques Boucher

Centre de ressources sur la non-
violence

Montréal, Quebec

Dave Taylor
Concerned Citizens of Manitoba
Manitoba

Marco Morency
Down to Earth
Moncton, New Brunswick

Matthew Jonah
Friends of the Christmas Mountains
Sackville, New Brunswick

Michael Murphy

InterChurch Uranium Committee
Educational Cooperative
Saskatoon

S, ies to the of Non-G

on Plutonium Disposition

June 15, 1999

Cecilie Davidson
International Year of the Tiger
Foundation

Victoria, British Columbia

Anne Williams
Lethbridge Network for Peace
Lethbridge, Alberta

Dr. Michael Wallace
Nanoose Conversion Project
Vancouver, British Columbia

Murray Rogers

Rogers' Environmental and
Educational Foundation
Nanaimo, British Columbia

Norman Abbey

Society Promoting
Environmental Conservation
Vancouver, British Columbia

Mark Connell

Sussex Society for the Public
Interest

Sussex, New Brunswick

Jamie Simpson

Conservation Council of New
Brunswick

Fredericton, New Brunswick

Beatriz Oliver
Montreal, Quebec

Rosalie Bertell, PhD, GNSH
Toronto, Ontario

France

Ms Solange Fernex

Womens International League
for Peace and Freedom - France
Biederthal

Germany

Bernd Damisch

Working Circle Indians Today
[ndigenous Peoples Rights
Group

Reichenbach

Georgia

Manana Kochladze

Friends of the Earth - Georgia / Georgia
Greens Movement

Thilisi

Hungary

Krisztian Lugosi
Budapest

Japan

Hideyuki Ban
Citizens' Nuclear Information Center
Tokyo

Kazakhstan

Kaisha Atahanova
Eco-center
Karaganda

Kirill Osipov
Eco-dober - Ekibastuz
Ekibastuz

Eldar Gabbasov
Eco-dober - Karaganda
Karaganda

Sergey Kuratov
Zelenoe spasenie
Almaty

Netherlands

Daniel Swartz

The ZHABA Collective

Amsterdam

Pakistan

Asif Leghari

Awami Committee for Development
South Punjab

Russia

Milya Kabirova

Aigul
Chelyabinsk

DCRO008

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order tp
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified py
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger gnd
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercia|
power reactors. Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian
use of plutonium, a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the
following strict conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE
site, it would be owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limiteg
exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility
would be shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium dispositior]
program. For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only thq
participating reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium,
and the irradiation would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

DCR008-5

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach g
discussed in response DCR008-1. As shown in the cost (epstrAnalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), itis expected that the hybrid approach
would be more expensive than the immobilization-only approach.

Alternatives
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Russia (cont.) Olga Sivachenko Gleb Nimushin
Child Environmental "Green Fond"
Viadimir Sliviak Association "Green Circle" Saratov
Anti-Nuclear Campaign, Socio- Saratov
Ecological Union (SEU) Eugeny Usov
Moscow Agniya Tikhonova Greenpeace
Cleen Air Moscow
Natalya Baskova Chelyabinsk
Assistance Oleg Bodrov
Chelyabinsk Michael Bantukov Green World
Club "Ecology and Communa"  Sosnovy Bor
Olga Pitsunova Saratov
Association "Counterpart for Mila Bogdan
Development” Yury Fominyh ISAR
Saratov Dobrolyubie charity Moscow
Chelyabinsk
Viktor Tereshkin Gennady Smirnov
Association for environmental Ashat Kayumov Kaira-club
journalists Dront/Socin-Ecological Union Anadyr (Chukotka)

Sankt-Petersburgh

Anatoly Morozov
Association of the estate owners
Chelyabinsk

Olga Belskaya
Baikal Environmental Wave
Irkutsk

Michael Vitman

Center for Assistance to Civic
Initiatives

Saratov

Andrew Pinchuk
Center for Assistance to
Environmental Initiatives - Saratov

Mikhail Piskunov

Center for Assistance to
Environmental Initiatives -
Dimitrovgrad/Ulyanovsk

Svetlana Fominyh
Center for public groups
Chelyabinsk

Alexey Yablokov

Center for Russian Environmental
Policy

Moscow

German Lukashin
Chernoby! Union
Snezhinsk/Chelyabinsk

Nizhny Novgorod

Alexandra Koroleva
ECODEFENSE!
Kaliningrad

Nikolay Schur
Ecologia Foundation
Chelyabinsk

Galina Pashnina
Ecological Nabat muzeum
Muslyumovo/Chelyabinsk

Vladislav Korobkin
Edinstvo v zakon
Chelyabinsk

Vladimir Mikheev
Environmental Movement
Krasnoyarsk

Elena Goncharenko
Foundation for support of non-
profit groups

Chelyabinsk

Anna Shvedova
Green Arrow
Voronezh

Vladimir Lagutov
Green Don
Novocherkassk

Anastasia Bardaninova
Kashtaksky Bor
Chelyabinsk

Zoya Adamova
Lipy
Chelyabinsk

Natalia Mironova
Movement for Nuclear Safety
Chelyabinsk

Alexey Leschev
No to Corporations
Voronezh

Lyubov Knyazeva
Ozerchanki
Ozyorsk/Chelyabinsk

Tatyana Schur
Shag na vstrechu
Snezhinsk/Chelyabinsk

Lydia Popova

Socio-Ecological Union (SEU) Center for
Nuclear Ecology and Energy Policy

Moscow

Eugeny Krysanov

Nuclear and radiation safety program of

SEU
Moscow
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Russia (cont.)

Lyubov Luneva
Independent environmental
programmes center of SEU
Moscow

Nikolay Zubov
Sacio-Ecological Union -
Krasnoyarsk

Abdrahim Galimov
Taufik
Chelyabinsk

Gosman Kabirov
Techa
Chelyabinsk

Boris Nekrasov .
Torask’ environmental inspection
Tomsk

Vladimir Desyatov
Union for Chemical safety
Komsomolsk-na-Amure

Alexandr Veselov
Union of ecologists
Ufa, Bashkortastan

Nikolay Kraev
VNII Zhitkova
Kirov

Ivan Kovalyov

Volga environmental information
agency

Nizhny Novgorod

Galina Ragouzina
WISE Russia
Kaliningrad

Segey Kolesnik
Yabloko
Chelyabinsk

Tatyana Borovkina
Zhenschiny ZATO
Snezhinsk/Chelyabinsk

June 15, 1999

Alexey Mityunin (participated
in nuclear testing program in
Semipalatinsk}
Miass/Chelyabinsk

Slovakia

Lgor Polakovic
Sirius - ZO SZOPK
Bratislava

Switzerland

Prof. Dr. Michel Fernex
Physician for Social
Responsibility/ International
Physicians for the Prevention of
Nuclear War - Switzerland
Rodersdorf

Turkmenistan

Andrey Aranbaev
CATENA
Dashovuz

Farid Tuhbatullin
Dashovuz environmental club
Tashauz

Ukraine

Alla Shevchuk
Odessa Socio-Ecological Union
Odessa

Eugeny Romanenko
Spilka molodi podolu
Kiev

United Kingdom

Nigel Chamberlain

Cumbria & North Lancashire
Peace Groups

Glovers Cottage, Lazonby
Penrith, Cumbria

Martin Forwood
Cumbrians Opposed to a
Radioactive Environment
Cumbria

Dr Rachel Western
Friends of the Earth
London

Martin Hemingway
Nuclear Free Local Authorities UK
Manchester

United States

Adele Kushner
Action for a Clean Environment
Alto, Georgia

Susan Gordon
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability
Seattle, Washington

Ann Harris
Alliance for Public Health & Safety
Ten Mile, Tennessee

Barbara Hickernell
Alliance to Close Indian Point
Ossining, New York

Janet Marsh Zeller
Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League
Glendale Springs, North Carolina

Rita Kilpatrick
Campaign for a Prosperous Georgia
Atlanta, Georgia

Ethan Brown
Carolina Peace Resource Center
Coiumbia, South Carolina

Vivek Ananthan

Center for Creative Activities & Voluntcers
for International Solidarity

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Chuck Johnson
Center for Energy Research
Salem, Oregon

L.J. Glicenstein
Central Pennsylvania Citizens for Survival
State College, Pennsylvania

Gabriela Bulisova
Chernobyl Children's Project
Kalamazoo, Michigan
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United States {cont.)
Chris Williams
Indianapolis, Indiana

Deb Katz
Citizens Awareness Network
Shelburne Falls, Massachusetts

Harvey Wasserman
Citizens Protecting Ohio
Bexley, Ohio

Norm Cohen
Coalition for Peace and Justice
Cape May New Jersey

Michael J. Keegan

Monroe, Michigan

Cyndy deBruler
Columbia River United
Hood River,Oregon

Daniel Hirsch
Committee to Bridge the Gap
Los Angeles, California

Lloyd Marbet
Don't Waste Oregon
Portland, Oregon

Ms. BJ. Medley
Earth Concerns of Oklahoma
Tulsa, Oklahoma

Paul Kawika Martin
EarthCulture
Washington, DC

Chris Trepal
Earth Day Coalition
Cleveland, Ohio

Judith Johnsrud
Environmental Coalition on
Nuclear Power

State College, Pennsylvania

Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana

Coalition for a Nuclear Free Great
Lakes, Citizen's Resistance at Fermi
Two, and Don't Waste Michigan

Signatories to the of N

on Plutonium Disposition

June 15, 1999

Steve Jambeck & Joan Flynn
EnviroVideo
Ft. Tilden, New York

Bob Darby, Tom Ferguson
Food Not Bombs
Atlanta, Georgia

Barbara Wiedner
Grandmothers for Peace
International

Elk Grove, California

Damon Moglen
Greenpeace
Washington, DC

Starlene Rankin, Lionel
Trepanier, and Marc Loveless
Greens / Green Party USA
Lawrence, Massachusetts

David Ellison
Green Party of Ohio
Cleveland, Ohio

Paige Knight
Hanford Watch
Portland, Oregon

Arjun Makhijani

Institute for Energy and
Environmentat Research
Takoma Park, Maryland

Robin Mills

Maryland Safe Energy
Coalition

Baltimore, Maryland

Mary Lampert

Massachusetts Citizens For Safe
Energy

Boston, Massachusetts, and

St. Duxbury, Massachusetts

NC-WARN
Durham, NC

Judy Treichel

Nevada Nuclear Waste Task
Torce

Las Vegas, Nevada

George Crocker
North American Water Office
Lake Elmo, Minnesota

Paul L. Leventhal
Nuclear Control Institute
Washington, DC

Bill Smirnow
Nuclear Free New York
Huntington, New York

Michael Mariotte
Nuclear Information and Resource Service
Washington, DC

Jack & Felice Cohen-Joppa
The Nuclear Resister
Tucson, Arizona

Michael Carrigan
Oregon PeaceWorks
Salem, Oregon

Gordon S. Clark
Peace Action
Washington, DC

Carol Jahnkow
Peace Resource Center of San Diego
San Diego, California

Judi Friedman, Chairperson
People's Action for Clean Energy, Inc.
Canton, Connecticut

Robert K. Musil, PhD
Physicians for Social Responsibility
Washington, DC

Ed Arnold
Physicians for Social Responsibility Atianta
Atlanta, Georgia

Barbara Warren, MD,MPH
Physicians for Social Responsibility
Colorado

Denver, Colorado

Robert M. Gould, MD

Greater SF-Bay Area Chapter
Physicians for Social Responsibility
San Francisco, California
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Signatories to the Statement of Non-Governmental Organizations

United States (cont.)

on Plutonium Disposition
June 15, 1999

Joan King
Atlanta Women's Action for

Evan Kanter, MD, PhD New Directions
Washington Physicians for Social Atlanta, Georgia
Responsibility

Seattle, Washington

Bruce Drew
Prairie Island Coalition
Minneapolis, Minnesota

Ellen Thomas
Proposition One Committee
Washington, DC

Linda Gunter
Safe Energy Communication
Council

Evelyn Mauss and Joan Flynn
Women's International League
for Peace & Freedom of
Rockaway, New York

Kevin Kamps
World Tree Peace Center

Kalamazoo, Michigan

Merav Datan
Cambridge, Massachusetts

Kev Hall

Washington, DC Dunedin, Florida

Don Moniak Molly Tan Hayden, M.D.
Serious Texans Against Nuclear Ann Arbor, Michigan
Dumping

Amarillo, Texas

Amanda Bahnson

Student Environmental Action
Coalition

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Ira Helfand, MD

Co-founder and Past President,
Physicians for Social
Responsibility

Leeds, Massachusetts

John J. Metz
Scott Portzline Highland Hts., Kentucky
Three Mile Island Alert
Pennsylvania Nick Stanton

Great Barrington,
Marylia Kelley Massachusetts

Tri-Valley CAREs (Communities
Against a Radioactive
Environment)

Livermore, California

Greg Wingard
Waste Action Project
Seattle, Washington

Ann Harris
We The People, Inc.
Ten Mile, Tennessee

Susan Shaer
Women's Action for New Directions
Arlington, Massachusetts
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